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Preface
On May 4, 1983, the United States House of Representatives passed a joint resolution
calling on the president to negotiate "an immediate, mutual, and verifiable freeze" on the
further development and deployment of nuclear arms, to be followed by negotiations aimed
at "immediate, mutual, and verifiable reductions in nuclear weapons." The day before, U.S.
bishops of the Catholic Church-after protracted debate-approved a national "Pastoral Let
ter on War and Peace" that stated the same position and objectives.
These actions, combined with the endorsement in 1982 of numerous "ban the bomb"
measures in state and local referenda, seemed to bring matters to the fore. Few issues in re
cent years have generated more intense debate than this one. Few also have generated as
much confusion over the incidental issues of balancing the prospect of nuclear war against
the need to consider nuclear arms in formulating strategic policy to deter aggression against
this nation or our allies.
In an effort to throw additional light on this complex subject and to present the various
perspectives on the nuclear freeze proposals in a more comprehensive manner, The Strom
Thurmond Institute of Government and Public Affairs sponsored a public forum on the
Clemson University campus on February 14, 1983. Participating in that program were four
experts who presented four compelling points of view. Their effectiveness in conveying their
main arguments was attested to by the vigorous discussion that followed the program.
Of course, as is so often the case in exploring highly complex issues, there was no resolu
tion of the questions raised. But there was great value in leading the audience of more than
1,000 people to a deeper introspection and inquiry into this compelling subject. For bringing
that intensity of interest to this debate, the panelists must be congratulated. It is, after all , the
objective of scholarship of this kind to heighten curiosity in the hope that resolution of the
concerns at stake might be a more immediate-rather than a more distant-possibility.
It is in -this same vein that these proceedings are made available to our broader audience
of readers, with an expression of deep appreciation to all those who had a part in making this
important program possible, especially the panelists.
Bill L. Atchley
President
Clemson University
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Opening Remarks
Dr. Coulter
Welcome, ladies and gentlemen, to another in the continuing series of public affairs pro
grams sponsored by The Strom Thurmond Institute of Government and Public Affairs at
Clemson University.
The subject today is the nuclear arms freeze proposal. This is an issue that has provoked
a wide-ranging and rather spirited debate throughout the country and the world. In this
country, it can only be compared to the equally vigorous debate that ran through the late
1940s, when the issue was the peacetime draft and military rearmament as responses to the
cold war only then acknowledged to exist. Like that earlier debate, the nuclear arms freeze
proposal is one about which people of good will can and do disagree. Therefore, I hope all of
us can remember that within the academic community all opinions are worthy of a fair hearing.
To shed some light on this issue, we have assembled a distinguished panel of persons
with a variety of views on the subject. They already are well-known to most segments of the
academic community, so I introduce them primarily to show them how pleased we are to
have them here to share their views with us. In order of their opening remarks, they are
Dr. Helen M. Caldicott, Mr. Charlton Heston, Admiral Gene La Rocque, and Dr. Edward
Teller.
Our first speaker, Dr. Caldicott, is an author, a pediatrician, and national president of
Physicians for Social Responsibility. She is a member of the Australian College of Physicians,
the American Thoracic Society, and the American Medical Association. She has been con
cerned about nuclear war and the nuclear fuel cycle since 1971, when she participated in
the Australian movement against French atomic atmospheric testing in the Pacific Ocean,
and she was instrumental in bringing those tests to a halt. Her published works include
Nuclear Madness: What You Can Do and numerous articles in The Journal of the American
Medical Association, The Saturday Evening Post, and The Boston Globe.
Our second speaker will be someone familiar to all of you: actor, writer, and director
Charlton Heston, which is his real name, I am told. It might be of interest to you that, having
had his theatrical studies at Northwestern University interrupted by World War 11, his and his
wife, Lydia's, first professional jobs after the war were directing and acting in the Thomas
Wolfe Memorial Theater in Asheville, North Carolina. He has been on the Clemson Univer
sity campus before-during World War II-so he has some attachment to the area. Of
course, after Asheville, the rest is history-a history of plays, films, and a book entitled The
Actor's Life, 1956-1976. We know him best for his portrayal of Ben Hur, which won him an
Academy Award in 1959, and for playing some of the most interesting men in the Western
world. Perhaps not as well known is the fact that he served for six years as president of the
Screen Actors' Guild, a position once held by Ronald Reagan. When asked once if he were
interested in the presidency, he is supposed to have said that he had played three presidents,
three saints, and two geniuses and that ought to be enough for anybody.
Our third speaker will be Rear Admiral Gene R. La Rocque, U.S. Navy, Retired. Admiral
La Rocque was commissioned as an ensign in the United States Navy in 1941. He commanded
his first ship at the age of 27 and many more ships throughout his 31-year career in the Navy.
He has been on the faculty of the Naval War College, and he has served the Joint Chiefs of
Staff for seven years, some of that time as a strategic planner. His last active duty post was as
director of the Inter-American Defense College at Fort McNair in Washington. He is currently
director of the Center for Defense Information, and he continues his analysis of the military
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situation in the world through frequent travel abroad and to such exotic places as Clemson
University.
Our final speaker will be Dr. Edward Teller. As many of you know, he is a native of
Hungary who became an American citizen in 1941. He was awarded the Ph.D. in Physics in
1930 from the University of Leipzig in Germany. His work in nuclear physics is well-known ,
but he also has worked in the field of civil defense. He has written and spoken on that issue
since the 1950s. He also has researched issues relating to the misuse of official secrecy and is
currently doing research into the relationships of technology to peace and defense.
I shall now turn the discussion over to our distinguished panelists. Each will have
10 minutes for an opening statement.

Dr. Caldicott
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman . It is a pleasure to be down here in South Carolina .
It is a lovely day, and the sun is warm here today, compared to Boston.
I am going to talk about the medical, the acute, and chronic effects of nuclear war. I
would like to begin by citing a recent report of the Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences that
says if the superpowers-America and Russia-should use half of their strategic arsenal by
the year 1985 and target the urban centers in the northern hemisphere, immediately-from
blast alone and excluding foreign fallout-750 million of the 1.3 billion people who live in
urban areas in this hemisphere would be killed, and 350 million would be seriously injured,
to die later. That is a very conservative estimate of more than one billion people killed from
blast alone, excluding fire, fallout, and all the other effects I am about to describe. That situa
tion has never been known before in the history of the human race. And remember how we
think about the Second World War and the Jewish holocaust.
The Soviet Union has about 7,500 strategic nuclear weapons which can hit this country;
this country has about 9,500. There are about 250 cities in this country with populations
greater than 50,000 people. They are probably targeted with at least one bomb, perhaps
many more. Roughly 65 hydrogen bombs could be targeted against New York City alone.
The targeting strategy of this country and probably of the Soviet Union is not, in effect, to
target civilian areas per se but only military and industrial facilities, airports, oil depots,
nuclear reactors, and so forth. But it happens that most of these facilities are in or around
major metropolitan areas. There are enough weapons to target every town and city in this
country down to a population of 10,000 people.
Now, how long and what sort of warning will we have? We may only have 30 minutes if
the war starts suddenly. But we will have about 15 minutes warning by the time the satellites
have picked up the attack and it has come through our radio systems. Bombs from enemy
submarines off our coast may take only 15 minutes to get here.
I am going to describe a large bomb dropping on a city. We know the Soviet Union has
about a hundred 20-megaton bombs. The reason I am doing this is because nowadays it is
more efficient to target many small bombs on one city than one big bomb; they kill more
people. That is why this country has small sophisticated weapons and the Russians have big
crude weapons. And since it is the Russian bombs that are going to kill us if we have a
nuclear war, let's target a 20-megaton bomb. It is simpler and easier to describe.
A 20-megaton bomb dropping at ground level on a clear day on a big city would explode
with the heat of the sun. It would dig a crater three-quarters of a mile wide and 800 feet
deep-converting the people, the buildings, and the earth below to radioactive fallout,
which would be injected up into the mushroom cloud in the stratosphere to circulate from
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west to east around the earth, coming down as fallout with low pressure systems. Out to a
radius of six miles, every person would be killed; actually many would be vaporized. The
human body is composed mostly of water, and when it is exposed to the heat of the sun, it
turns into gas. That happened in Hiroshima. There are pictures of shadows of human beings
-all they left behind them.
Out to 20 miles, every person would be killed or lethally injured. The injuries are very
specific. The overpressures are very great-with hurricane force winds which literally suck
human beings out of buildings, lift them off pavements, and convert them into missiles travel
ing at 100 miles per hour until they hit the nearest solid object, where they develop fractures
of the various long bones and skull. The overpressures enter the respiratory system through
the nose and mouth, producing acute rupture of the lungs or pneumothorax, and people
die. Immediately, they have ruptured the tympanic membranes, producing deafness. They
popcorn the windows, fracturing them into millions of shards of flying glass, where in a high
density population area, the glass, traveling at 100 miles per hour, hits human beings and
produces shocking lacerations and hemorrhage. If you happened to glance at the flash
reflexively, your eyeballs would disintegrate, as they did in Hiroshima.
The burns would be severe. Thirty-five percent of the bomb's energy is thermal, and
burns are very difficult to treat. We only have about one to two thousand acute-burn beds in
the whole country, and it takes six months to a year to treat a badly burned patient with
operations every couple of days, hundreds of units of blood, and fresh-frozen plasma. Even
then, we still may lose the patient, or the patient ends up seriously crippled and deformed.
In one city alone, we are talking about tens to hundreds of thousands of severely burned
patients. There will be no medical care or drugs. Most of the physicians and hospitals are
targeted since they are in the metropolitan areas. And most of those people die shockingly
traumatized, shockingly burned, in the most severe pain, alone, with no friends or relatives
to help them, no medical care, and no drugs for their pain.
Out to a range of 26 miles, the heat is still so intense that your clothes could instan
taneously ignite, and you would become a walking, flaming torch. Out to 35 or 40 miles, if
you happen to glance at the flash, you could develop retinal burns and be blinded. There
could be a firestorm created of 1,500 to 3,000 square miles where everything ignites and the
fires coalesce, so that if you happen to reach a fallout shelter, the fire will literally suck the
oxygen out of the shelter-as it did in Dresden-and you will be asphyxiated. The blast and
heat would convert the fallout shelters, indeed, to crematories.
Now, that is one bomb on one city. Remember, they have 7,500 strategic nuclear
weapons, and you don't have many large cities in this country, about 250. What happens in
the way of long-term effects, if you live in a rural area and you do hear the warning sign? You
know sometimes you hear the "whooooo, we are just testing our emergency signal." This
time, let's say it is for real, and you reach the shelter. You may not re-emerge for six to eight
weeks because the fallout occurs in various hotspots. But the country will be blanketed with
lethal fallout for the first 24 to 48 hours. And, if you stay out after that time for some hours,
the cumulative dose is so much that you would develop acute radiation illness, your hair
would fall out, and you would develop ulcers on the skin, bleeding and diarrhea, and die of
hemorrhage or infections.
What will it be like while you are in the shelter? Some people might come into the shelter
after they have been exposed to fallout and die there. There probably won't be enough food
or water to last all that time. The people who later die will develop vomiting and liquid diar
rhea, which will alter the sanitary facilities of the shelter. When people live in close proximity
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like that, they develop meningitis and influenza, as well as other diseases, just from con
tagion. Dead bodies and the psychological consequences of knowing that there will be
nothing to re-emerge to will create additional trauma.
And when you do come out, everything we know and love will have been destroyed: the
music, the art, the literature, the architecture. And there will be millions of corpses. As these
corpses-human and animal alike-decay, the bacteria multiplying in the radioactive en
vironment tend to become more virulent. The insects will multiply in the trillions, because
the birds who eat them are very sensitive to fallout and will be killed, and the insects-now in
much larger numbers-will transmit disease from the dead to the living. Diseases like black
plague, tuberculosis, poliomyelitis, hepatitis, and encephalitis will be transmitted to the
targeted and nontargeted countries alike. The people who get the diseases will be immuno
deficient because the radiation will have damaged their pneumomechanism which fights in
fection.
We think that probably a large part of the ozone layer could be destroyed-although we
are not certain-allowing ultraviolet light to get in from the sun, so that if you stayed in the
sunlight for perhaps one hour you could get third-degree sunburn and be blinded.
You might have to live underground for some years until the ozone layer reaccumulated,
if indeed it could, because the plankton that makes the oxygen that rises up to produce the
ozone are very sensitive to ultraviolet light, too, and they could be destroyed. The
microorganisms, which form the base of the pyramid of life upon which man stands at the
apex, are also, we find, very sensitive to ultraviolet light. They could be killed, too,
whereupon the pyramid of life could collapse.
The temperature of the earth could be cooled by one to two degrees Fahrenheit. It is
possible, therefore, that another ice age could be induced. But certainly the wheat-growing
areas of the world-Canada and the United States, primarily-could be seriously damaged.
There is only 30 days supply of food in the world at any one time upon which the whole
Third World subsists. So, we are talking about a whole lot of interacting consequences, and
they would probably act synergistically.
I do not have time to go into the whole thing. The Fate of the Earth, by Jonathan Shell,
describes this much better than I have. But should we have a nuclear war, we are not quite
sure what would happen. It is possible that most of life on earth would be killed, or some
might survive. The only way to find out scientifically is to do the experiment, and I would
submit, as a physician, that that is medically contraindicated, that this would create the final
epidemic that the human race would ever know. In fact, we are talking about destroying
God's creation.

Mr. Heston
Dr. Caldicott remarked her pleasure at the sunny afternoon we share. I am happy to take
credit for it. I point out the sun broke through the clouds just as my small plane landed. This
is the third city in 24 hours where that phenomenon has taken place. I hope I can help shed
similar enlightenment on our discussion this afternoon.
We have met today to debate an issue that for the past two years has increasingly
reflected the concerns for peace of many in the Western countries: the concept of a bilateral
nuclear freeze negotiated between the United States and the Soviet Union. Of course, there
has been no such debate in the Soviet bloc, because there is no debate in the Soviet bloc.
This is not to say that the Soviets have not contributed to the debate. They have, very effec
tively, but their efforts have been confined to the Western democracies. Certainly, most of
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those in the West who support a freeze do so out of a very sincere conviction that it will
somehow bring us the peace in the world we all seek. I have heard several of them. There is
no doubting the passion they bring to their belief in the freeze concept.
I am very pleased to have been asked to take part in our discussion this afternoon, but
I hope passion will play no part in it today. The subject is too important for that. Last fall,
I heard a man-another actor, I am afraid-support the freeze by saying, "No, I haven't read
anything about it; I don't need to. This is a gut issue." Indeed, it is. But you can't think with
your guts. You can, of course, think of the search for peace as a moral obligation incumbent
on every human being. Let us do that, by all means. A great philosopher-Hegel, I think-put
it best. He said the most important of all moral obligations is to think clearly. My hope, my
passionate hope, is that all of us can do that today. I beg of you, let us try.
Without passion, then, let me try to be brief and clear. A freeze would not serve the
search for peace because it is unnegotiable, unequal, and unverifiable. It would divert the
energies of the American negotiations now in progress in Geneva where we are trying not
just to freeze nuclear arms but to reduce them. It would also fragment the popular support
crucial to those negotiations. The nuclear freeze, if actually undertaken, would send a false
message to the Soviet Union. Ignorant as they are of the open function of the democratic
process in a free society, this message could only persuade them of the weakness of will and
commitment on the part of the American people. Of course, it would send the same message
to the NATO countries to whose security we have been committed for nearly two generations
-democracies who depend on us for that security. A nuclear arms freeze would handcuff
the armed forces of the United States, successful for 37 years in deterring the Soviet Union
from launching World War Ill on the world. We would be locked into a position of strategic
inferiority which would increase the danger of the war we all fear.
Like Dr. Caldicott, I am a layman. Since our panel today includes men formidably
qualified in both nuclear weaponry and the practice of war, I will address myself in this state
ment primarily to a subject on which history instructs us most eloquently: the Soviet Union,
its past performance, its future plans.
The great historian George Santayana said, "He who will not study history is doomed to
repeat it." If we fail to study the lessons history provides us on the Soviet Union, we face a
very unpleasant doom indeed. The nuclear freeze proposal-as even its supporters concede
-requires the adherence of the Soviets to its terms. To put it simply, the Soviets have
violated most of the treaties they have made since the founding of the Soviet state: from the
League of Nations and the Geneva Convention, through Yalta and Potsdam, the Atlantic
Charter, the United Nations Charter, the Nuclear Test Ban, the Helsinki agreements, Salt I
and II, and the invasion of Afghanistan, and the use of poison gas there and in Cambodia and
Laos. The rising evidence linking them to the attempted assassination of the Pope indicates
so horrendous a violation of the code by which nations co-exist in the world that Western
governments can hardly bring themselves to examine the consequences.
The Soviet record on compliance with the United States in observing bilateral
agreements minimizing the potential of war is instructive. After the Cuban missile crisis,
when we removed our intercontinental missiles stationed in Turkey on the understanding
that they would not increase theirs, they never stopped installing them. The ceaseless escala
tion of their nuclear arsenals has never paused for a second. The term "arms race" is, of
course, a misnomer. Since 1967, we have reduced by some thousands the number of our
warheads while the Soviets have added more than 6,000. The ban on nuclear testing in the
atmosphere was briefly observed and then broken by the Soviets.
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Since then, they have concentrated on disinformation activities coordinated by the KGB
to block any new weapons systems by the West-new systems desperately needed. They did
this with spectacular success with the enhanced radiation warhead President Carter intended
to install at the urging of all his security and defense advisers and the NATO countries it was
designed to protect. The same pattern has been displayed over the past year in the campaign
for a nuclear arms freeze, which has been seductively packaged and promoted with enor
mous skill. I congratulate its architects. An ABC-Washington Post poll last year indicated that
80 percent of those polled felt the Soviets would try to cheat on a freeze treaty and 87 per
cent opposed such a treaty if they could cheat. Nevertheless, freeze initiatives passed in
several states. I know something about public relations, and believe me, that was a job
well done.
Since almost no one will seriously advance the idea that the Soviets can be trusted to
keep an agreement on their own, a freeze treaty depends on verification. Indeed, most of the
freeze initiatives specified this. Satellite verification is not satisfactory to monitor the testing
and protection of new weapons and aircraft, and the Soviets have never considered any
other kind of verification. They can't do anything about the satellites, or they wouldn't per
mit that, of course. If you can't trust them and you can't verify what you can't trust, where
does that leave us? Right where we sit today, debating a premise that is, as I said, un
negotiable, unequal, and unverifiable. Meanwhile, the Soviets have turned their attention to
keeping on hold the medium-range missiles we have pledged to install in Europe while they
go on increasing the SS-20s they are designed to counter.
Ladies and gentlemen, I share Dr. Caldicott's concern. Surely we all do. We live-God
knows we always have-in an infinitely dangerous world. We'll never get out of it alive. But
while we're here, surely reason must tell us to put the infinite treasure of the peace of the
world in the hands of those we trust, not those we fear.

Admiral La Rocque
Ladies and gentlemen, I spent almost 40 years of my life either fighting in wars or prepar
ing for them. My last active combat was in Vietnam, and I started the war at Pearl Harbor in a
destroyer in 1941. I believe in a strong military posture. I think we need to keep this nation
strong militarily and in every other way.
I want to make three points. First, the United States and the Soviet Union are set on a
course toward war, nuclear war. We don't have to stay on that course, but it is going to take
a conscious decision on the part of all of us to change it. That is why this discussion this after
noon is so important to all of us.
A nuclear war is a conflict we can't control, we can't win, and we can't survive. We lose
control once we start using nuclear weapons, because certain phenomena take place. One
of them is electromagnetic pulse. Very simply, when we start exploding nuclear weapons we
begin to knock out some of the capability to transmit messages. So, very early in a nuclear
war, it will probably be impossible to control even our own forces. But even if we can con
trol our own forces, we can't control Margaret Thatcher or Mitterand. They have their own
independent nuclear forces. We sure can't control the Soviet Union. So we cannot control a
war once we start using nuclear weapons. It takes only one country to start a nuclear war,
but it takes the agreement of three, or four, or more countries to stop it once it starts.
It is also a war in which there is no defense. It is very difficult for me to explain to my
87-year-old mother that we cannot defend America from Soviet missiles. Nor can the Soviets
defend themselves against our missiles. Missiles get a free ride in the nuclear war, and there
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is nothing anybody has devised that can prevent that destruction caused by each other's
missiles.
We can't win this nuclear war either. Our cities will be destroyed. Hundreds of millions
of people will be killed. There will be nothing left to win. It will all be destroyed. Can we sur
vive it? I don't know. It is possible some people may survive, but anybody who tells you what
it is going to be like after a nuclear war doesn't know what the dickens he's talking about. But
we ought to know something.
We know that with a tiny little peanut of a bomb and in a fraction of a second we
destroyed Hiroshima and killed a hundred thousand people. And it wasn't an accident. We
did the same thing two days later in Nagasaki. So we should know something from our ex
perience. Now, we are talking about thousands of nuclear weapons landing on the United
States. Thousands in Europe. Thousands in the Soviet Union, nearly simultaneously. No one
knows whether anything will survive.
Dr. Caldicott mentioned the ozone layer. The current undersecretary of defense said in
a speech several years ago that it is possible in a nuclear exchange to so deplete the ozone
layer that the animal and plant life cycle on this earth would disappear.
We are moving into a new era in this country right this moment. We are adding to our
traditional retaliatory posture the doctrine of fighting a nuclear war. This administration in its
budget request for funds said explicitly that the military posture of the United States is to give
the United States the capability to fight successfully a nuclear war. Our president says we can
live with a nuclear war in Europe; our vice president says we can win a nuclear war. General
Haig, when he was secretary of state, said that we would never give up our right to use
nuclear weapons first.
We are also now building for the first time thousands of first-strike weapons-weapons to
try to knock out Soviet land-based missiles. That is what the MX missile fight is all about. MX
has the accuracy and the power to destroy Soviet missiles in the ground. The same thing is
true of our Trident II missiles due to go on our submarines in 1989. War-fighting, first-strike
weapons mean, in a period of crisis, both sides will think the other is going to fire first. Each
side then decides to preempt the other side.
My second point is that both the United States and the Soviet Union are responsible, in
my view, for putting us in the situation we are in. Likewise, both of us are responsible for get
ting us out of it. So I think it is useful to remember that we started this whole thing in
Hiroshima. We exploded the first one, and we've been three to five years ahead of the Soviet
Union in the development of every strategic weapon system that has come down the pike
since we exploded that first atomic bomb at Hiroshima. Three to five years in every strategic
weapon system: hydrogen bomb right on up through today's Cruise missiles. We've got to
day some 30,000 nuclear weapons. The Soviets have 20,000 nuclear weapons. That ought to
be plenty. Yes, the Soviets have increased their nuclear potential tremendously. Just last
week, the secretary of defense announced in the Congress that in 1960 the Soviet Union had
500 nuclear weapons while we had 7,000. What did we expect them to do? Sit still while we
had 7,000 and they had 500? Of course, they built up their weapons. But we have more to
day, we've always had more, and we are being asked now by our government to build
17,000 new nuclear weapons in the next 10 years.
I would just like to suggest the whole argument over who is to blame and who is superior
is really not significant today. It would make no difference if the Soviets had more nuclear
weapons than we did, as long as both sides can destroy each other and there is no defense
against each other's missiles.
10

I would like to end on my final point. My final point is that neither we nor the Soviets
need any more nuclear weapons. We and the Soviets both are going to have to learn to live
together in this world, or we are going to die about the same time.

Dr. Teller

..
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In a debate of this kind, it is extremely important to be very clear about the points on
which there is no disagreement.
There is no disagreement that we started it. Unfortunately, we did. At that time, I was
very young. I did what little I could to end that horrible war-not by killing people but by a
demonstration of the atomic bomb. It was not to be.
We agree today that there is no more important issue than to avoid a nuclear war. In
fact, there is no more important endeavor than to maintain peace. I lived through the First
World War, which killed more than 10 million people, through the Second World War,
which killed more than 50 million and in which most of my relatives were murdered. I do not
want a third war. Not nuclear, not nonnuclear. I do not want the weakness of the
democracies and of Chamberlain, which made the armament of Hitler possible.
We agree that we should not prepare for a first strike.
I agree-and I think we agree-that a doctrine of Mutual Assured Destructicm..is not only
horrible, it is unstable.
Now, I would like to move into an area that has not been discussed and that, in my
mind, should be at the top of the list of our discussions, and that is the question of secrecy.
The president has said that the American people should know what the Russian leaders
know. Our bureaucrats do not follow this advice. There are many facts and ideas all of us
should know, but we do not.
I have to disagree with Admiral La Rocque's statement on numbers. I am not allowed to
give the correct number because of the peculiar security arrangement that allows the
publication of wrong numbers. They do not allow the publication of the correct numbers.
We are misinforming our own people. Not by intent. It just happens. But I can tell you that
the Soviets are stronger. Our president has stated this. It was not to the political advantage of
Reagan to say that, but he said it anyway. He is spending money on.defense not because he
likes to, but because he knows in detail the desperate need for it. However, I do not like the
doctrine under which it is happening. I do not like preparation for retaliation.
There is another way-a better way-of which you do not know, and I am not allowed to
talk to you. I will, to the little extent I am permitted. Not I, but many of my young colleagues
in Livermore have calculated the effect on the ozone layer, which is incorrectly stated to be
deadly. It is disturbing. Our own weapons will not disturb the ozone layer. All the weapons
above a megaton and, to a lesser extent, above half a megaton will disturb it. The Soviets
have plenty of these. We do not. The ozone question should be addressed to Moscow, not to
Washington. Furthermore, this danger is not significant, compared to others.
How many people will be killed? I do not know. That 750 million people will be killed
right away cannot be completely excluded. Have the 50 million in the Second World War not
been enough? The danger of a third world war is very big in anyone's counting. Why debate
numbers that none of us know?
The real news I have to tell you is the miracle that our colleagues-our young people
-are performing in Livermore, which is the invention of defensive weapons-very specifically,
defensive nuclear weapons. I can mention some. And the rules allow me to mention those
which will barely work, which are of little use: the neutron bomb, which is a good defensive
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weapon against tanks, with minimal effects upon the innocent bystander and which we
could use defensively and exclusively on our own territory, causing less harm actually than a
conventional artillery barrage would produce.
I can talk about ballistic missile defense. It is not perfect, but probably good enough to
deter an attack. The Soviets do want to conquer the world, but they do not want to take risks.
If they know that we have some defense that might work, the danger is greatly decreased.
However, there are quite a few additional possibilities which I am not at liberty to men
tion to you, and this is a scandal because the Soviet leaders-like Yuri Andropov-know
about them. Why shouldn't you? I will not break rules because without rules our society can
not function. But I am asking every one of you to share in the campaign to change these rules
so that the defensive weapons can be discussed.
Defensive weapons, in their most effective form, are nuclear in nature. For instance, they
can shoot down missiles in motion after they have left their silos. They can work without kill
ing anybody. Even small nuclear weapons can be used because they produce enormous energy
concentration and extremely high temperature, which can give rise to novel phenomenon
useful in defense.
I could talk with you about new forms of the thing the Admiral mentioned: the elec
tromagnetic pulse. There are all kinds of technical novelties. Let the freeze succeed, and we
will be forbidden to develop these defensive weapons. The Soviets will develop them for
sure. We cannot check it without sending American representatives into each laboratory.
A hundred thousand legalized spies! It is impossible.
If we can look after our own defenses, we can decrease the probability of war in
dramatic fashion. We should write treaties not to forbid things that cannot be effectively for
bidden, but to promote cooperation so that everybody can eat, so that the dangers to which
we are exposed even without war will become smaller. Then we can look forward to a future
for our children and grandchildren which will not be easier than our present life but will
have different dangers and not the danger of nuclear war.
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Questions and Answers
Dr. Coulter
My thanks to all four of our panelists. As expected, they have raised numerous points
about which there are varying degrees of understanding. Therefore, it is time now to take
some questions from you, the audience.
The rules are rather simple. Please stand to be recognized. Please state to whom your
question is directed and, at the end of the answer, the other three panelists will have a
chance to respond, if they wish, to the same question.

Question
Mr. Heston, please. If we continue to have the escalation of nuclear arms with the major
powers spending over a trillion dollars over the next few years on defense, why should not
the Soviet Union try to stop us? And does it not become a question of which country goes
bankrupt first?
MR. HESTON: No. I do not agree with you. I think we have a responsibility. Indeed, the
president of the United States has a sworn responsibility unaffected by mandate, or vote, or
public opinion polls to defend and protect the United States of America. Apparently, what
I have said does not convince you that the security of the United States is at risk. I believe it
is. I think that what I said in my opening statement indicates an ample historical record that
demonstrates that the Soviets respond only to one thing: to strength. The president of the
United States-our first one, not our current one-put it best: "Eternal vigilence is the price
of liberty."
DR. CALDICOTT: I hear what Mr. Heston and Dr. Teller are saying, but I would like to sub
mit, as a woman, a pediatrician, and a mother, that this is prenuclear thinking.
It was estimated by Secretary McNamara in the late 1960s that if America had 200 to 400
bombs, that would be enough to kill about one-third of the Russian people, which is nearly
100 million people, and destroy three-fourths or two-thirds of their industry. That, then, was
an adequate deterrent, and we live on borrowed time every day.
The thing is, I am a woman. You can tell I am a woman. And I do not think it is the right
way to settle conflict-conflict resolution by being strong on both sides. I have got to be
stronger than the other. That does not produce conflict resolution in a marriage. If you come
on with strengths from both sides, the marriage ends in divorce. Russia and America are mar
ried on this planet. If we do not live together, we die together.
The question is: how do we live together? You do not threaten paranoid Russian leaders
and frighten them even more by building more weapons and being stronger than they are
because in their fear they could press the button. That is not a patriotic thing to have
done-to threaten them.
We live on borrowed time every day. We are lucky to wake up each morning. Every
spring I say to myself, "Is this the last spring?" Who knows when we will be destroyed?
DR. TELLER: It is often stated: the Russians will spend more if we spend more. The historic
record is different. It clearly indicates that the Russians spend as much as they can. When we
spend more, they spend no more. If we spend less, they spend no less. Going bankrupt is dif
ferent in a capitalistic than in a communistic society.
I do not indulge in prenuclear thinking. In the prenuclear age, I was opposed to all war.
I learned by bitter experience through Hitler that not to think about war will not prevent war.
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All my thinking has been post nuclear thinking, and Dr. Caldicott did not listen to the
repeated statement I made that what I want are defensive weapons-defensive nuclear
weapons-not to destroy people but to save people, to save children, and to save her
children.
ADMIRAL LA ROCQUE: Well, it is my hope that, as Mr. Heston said at the outset, we are
not going to get into ad hominem attacks this afternoon. We are here to discuss the issues,
not to hurl comments back and forth. We are anxious to get your questions and anxious to
give you our points of view, and they will differ. You make up your own minds.
History has shown, though, that we were the ones who started this whole business. We
have been ahead of the Soviet Union in the numbers of nuclear weapons since the outset.
We are ahead today. As we build, they build. And I cannot quarrel with Dr. Teller when he
says that the information that is available in the Pentagon is not the accurate information. But
I must say that when I was sitting in the Pentagon, it was the only information we had avail
able. If he had other information that we did not know about in the Pentagon where we
made our plans, I wish he had come forward with it at that time because, believe me, the
figures I have been talking about today stem from my top-secret days, and I am very happy to
tell you about them.
One more point: I spent 20 years planning with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and so I stayed
with them a long time.

Question
Dr. Teller, is there any question but that the use of the atomic bomb in World War II
brought that terrible war to an end and saved thousands of lives of American soldiers?
DR. TELLER: Let me say, Admiral La Rocque, when I had information I always came forward
with it. Sometimes, as today, not everybody listened.
Now to the question. The atomic bombs killed 150,000 people. They saved many more.
I preferred a demonstration over Tokyo at an altitude which would have killed no one. It
would have rattled windows that had been broken in a previous firestorm and would have
been seen by the Japanese emperor who, in the end, made a speech which led to surrender
and peace. A demonstration probably would have brought the war to an end without killing
anybody-demonstrating the power of science. And had we done that, all of us would be
saner, happier, more quiet, and much more secure.
ADMIRAL LA ROCQUE: At the time we dropped them, I was about to make a landing in
Japan, and it seemed to me a very reasonable thing to do. In retrospect, I think it was a big
mistake. We unleashed something on the world which we now have great problems with
and which may, in effect, destroy everything that we have built up over thousands and
thousands of years.
MR. HESTON: I share one aspect of military service with Admiral La Rocque, although my
service was much shorter and much more insignificant. I ended up staff sergeant. I find
myself a little surprised to be disagreeing with an admiral.
I, too, was scheduled, as part of the Eleventh Air Force, to take part in Operation Cor
onet, which, I believe, projected more than a million American casualties. Japanese
casualties in the nonnuclear invasion of Japan were estimated at something like four million.
Whether we did it by destroying Hiroshima or could have done it by a demonstration
over Tokyo, unquestionably the atomic bomb ended World War II. And I am bloody glad
it did.
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I am disturbed by Admiral La Rocque's comments that have begun with the
statement-twice repeated-"Well, we started it," which seems to effect, by implication at
least, the idea that you can hardly blame the Soviets for catching up. But, as we have said,
whatever we spend or do not spend, whatever we develop or do not develop, they spend as
much as they can and do as much as they can.
Let me read a brief comment by Henry Kissinger, who usually speaks well on the subject.
He said, "It is an amazing phenomenon that less than two years after Afghanistan, less than
four years after Cuban troops under a Soviet general appeared in Ethiopia, six years after the
same thing happened in Angola, and while 30-plus divisions are bringing pressure on
Poland, that at this moment there should be mass demonstrations all over Europe. Affirming
what? That peace is desirable and that the United States is standing in the way."
DR. CALDICOTT: I respect Dr. Teller's comment about using a demonstration weapon over
Tokyo. However, two bombs were used. And, if you go to Japan, the Japanese will say, "We
can understand the first bomb, but why the second?"
Some people who survived Hiroshima escaped to the only Christian center in Japan
-Nagasaki, a very old port-thinking that would never be bombed by the United States. And
they arrived just in time to receive the second bomb three days later. Thus began the nuclear
age, where right now in 1983 we can, in fact, obliterate most of God's creation.
Jesus said, "Thou shalt not kill." And he said it is easy to love your friend, but it is difficult
to love your enemy. And he said, "See not the moat in the other person's eye; look instead
for the moat in your own eye."
In the nuclear age, war is anachronistic. Man cannot fight anymore. It will not be war. It
will be star wars, and we will destroy everything we love, including ourselves.

Question
The destruction of the world is foretold in the Book of Revelation. As a Christian,
I already know about that destruction. It appears to be inevitable. Do you agree?
MR. HESTON: I do not believe that God intends the world to be destroyed. As a human be
ing, I believe that. As an American, I believe w~ have the right and the responsibility to see
that our country is not destroyed.
DR. CALDICOTT: I think that we should remember that 6 percent of the world's people live
in the United States, and about 92 percent of the world's people do not live in Russia or
America. I come from Australia, so I am one of them, or was. And these people want to live.
We are talking about four and a half billion people, and we are not talking about who is
stronger than the other or fighting just because we do not like each other. As a pediatrician
and a mother, I am talking about preserving God's creation for the rest of time. So to talk
about patriotism now is anachronistic. The analogy now is if you live in a lifeboat and you do
not like the person in the other end of your lifeboat, you do not drill a hole in his end to
fix him.
DR. TELLER: The most important part of religion, to my mind, is its moral content. Revela
tion tries to project the future. Science does project the future and has created a new age.
What is the future? Modern science shows that it is not predetermined. There is such a
thing as a free will. From my knowledge of physics, I can say that causality is not as strong as
we believed it to be only a century ago.
We know we have a responsibility for the future. We know that we can create tech
nology and change the world for peace or for war. But usually technology, in itself, can serve
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both at the same time. It is the people's choice how inventions are used. There is a difference
between attack and real defense. We now have a chance for real defense, and all common
sense and all morality tell us one thing: we must defend freedom and work for a better
cooperation between people. It is defense and cooperation that will prevent war.
ADMIRAL LA ROCQUE: Well, since the question actually deals with the ethereal and things
far off from the earth, let me then move into space.
All of our nuclear weapons today are offensive nuclear weapons, and we are talking
about how we defend ourselves. It has been mentioned here by one of the panelists that you
can do something about dealing with weapons in outer space. You might be able someday to
develop the capability at great cost to shoot down in space Soviet missiles that are launched
from the Soviet Union at the United States. Let us assume it can be done. That still does not
deal with the thousands of nuclear weapons that the Soviets have on submarines, which can
be fired from off our coast. And they will soon be moving into Cruise missiles, along the
nature of our own long-range missiles. So, it really gives a false sense of hope to try to suggest
that if you will just spend a few more billion dollars and buy a few more thousand nuclear
weapons, somehow we can make you safer. From a military point of view, I do not think it
can be done.

Question
I think we all agree that a nuclear war would be terrible. Both sides have made this point.
But the question remains: how do we prevent it?
ADMIRAL LA ROCQUE: If you start with the premise that we cannot indeed live in this
world with a communist country, then I would have to agree it would be hard to stop. And
there was that feeling for a long time that we could not coexist with the Soviets or with par
ticular communist countries. But we have done it.
We are now somehow able to coexist happily with the Yugoslavs and a billion Chinese
under communist control. We are not at all unhappy about that. I think we ought to examine
very carefully why it is that we want to destroy the Soviet society. I do not think we can do it
no matter what we do, either by weapons or economically.
The Soviet Union today is one of the two world powers-270 million people to our
231 million. They have two and a half times the land we do and tremendous natural
resources. Neither side wants this war. The question is what should we do about it. I suggest
we cool things for a year or two, stop this upward spiral of all of these new weapons that the
United States is proposing to introduce-and that the Russians are introducing-and have a
bilateral agreement that both sides would agree not to build any more in the future.
You suggest we know what the Soviets have. We know exactly how many ICBMs they
have: 1,398. We know they have 62 nuclear missile submarines. We know they have 154
strategic bombers and 300 Backfire bombers. There is not any question about it: they know
exactly what we have. We can see a golf ball on a green today in the Soviet Union. And they
can do the same here. They can see what is happening at Clemson University day by day. So
both sides know what the other is doing. Both sides want to avoid a war.
We must talk with each other. The Soviets signed an agreement with the United
Kingdom and the United States in 1980 agreeing in principle to on-site inspection for a com
prehensive test ban. I think we ought to pursue that as one step in the right direction.
DR. TELLER: I deny that we know what the Russians have. The Russians may know what we
have. I have been working and am still working with our intelligence agencies.
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I believe-with Chuck Heston-that what they say, what they promise we cannot
believe. We are not on an upward spiral. We have invented some most promising forms of
defense. That is what we should pursue even if the Admiral has doubts, as many admirals
had about the atomic bomb before it existed.
MR. HESTON: I am pleased that Admiral La Rocque has addressed the question of our coex
istence with the Russians. I did not say-nor do I recall Dr. Teller saying-that it is impossible
to coexist with the Soviets. I said it is impossible to trust the Soviets, and that, since the freeze
requires trust and verification, it is an irrelevant and useless document.
Dr. Caldicott, with respect, has confined most of her comments to an apocalyptic
forecast of the result of nuclear war, as though that was the final statement to be made.
Admiral La Rocque says that we have to live with the Russians. We started it, and what we
should do is stop it. Now, history indicates that if we stop, they will not. Our last successful
encounter with the Russians was the Cuban missile crisis in 1960. Since then, we have con
sistently backed off, even from defensive weapon systems like the enhanced radiation
warhead or the Minuteman missiles which are to be placed to counter the SS-20s centered
on Europe. Those are to defend NATO countries. NATO is purely a defensive organization.
I trust you are not smiling, Admiral La Rocque. You know that what I say is the truth.
ADMIRAL LA ROCQUE: I think all our weapons are offensive weapons. We had a hundred
air defense weapons out at Grand Forks, North Dakota, and we decommissioned those
about 10 years ago. So we have no defensive nuclear weapons.
MR. HESTON: But my statement was that NATO is a defensive organization. I said, I trust
you do not challenge my statement that NATO is a purely defensive organization.
ADMIRAL LA ROCQUE: Absolutely not. NATO is to defend primarily the countries of
Europe.
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Summation
Dr. Coulter
Now it is time for a summation. We shall repeat the same order in which our speakers
gave their initial statements, beginning with Dr. Caldicott.

Dr. Caldicott
Einstein said the splitting of the atom changed everything, save man's mode of thinking.
Thus, we drift towards unparalleled catastrophe.
If you look at it clearly, the world is run by men. It is a fact. And many of them are old.
This is not a sexist statement. It is a reality statement. Many of them are old. And you would
have to ask how many of the leaders of the world have actually witnessed the explosion of a
hydrogen bomb, felt the heat like an oven door opened hundreds of miles away, seen a bat
tleship rise up in the water like a splinter and disappear. Understand emotionally the
magnitude of the forces we are talking about.
How many leaders of the world have witnessed the miracle of the birth of a baby? How
many leaders of the world have helped a child to die and supported the parents in their grief?
This country is preparing a plan-or has prepared a five-year plan through the Pentagon
-for a protracted, winnable nuclear war over a six-month period and signed by Casper
Weinberger. To this end, it is about to build 17,000 more nuclear weapons on top of the
30,000, and it only needs about 400 to destroy effectively the Soviet Union. Many of them
are first-strike weapons made to fight and win a nuclear war.
I would say that this is medically contraindicated. I would propose an entirely different
type of five-year plan. My five-year plan, which is clinically indicated because we have an
acute clinical emergency where we are about to die, is this: a bilateral, verifiable freeze
achieved within one year, 50 percent across-the-board cuts in known nuclear weapons and
delivery systems bilaterally in the next two, and two-thirds cut of the remainder bilaterally in
the next two.
In medicine, we never compromise on a terminally ill patient. We work day and night
until that patient hopefully recovers. The planet is terminally ill, infected with lethal microbes
which are metastasizing rapidly. We must change our way of thinking. In Darwin's terms,
where are the fittest who will lead us toward survival? They are those who have finally real
ized that war is anachronistic and that nuclear weapons must be eliminated from the face of
the planet.

Mr. Heston
It is interesting, Dr. Caldicott, that you have confined your comments to criticisms of
failure on the part of the United States to respond to your appeals. It occurs to me the place
to have this debate would have been in Moscow. I devoutly wish we could do that. Dr. Caldicott
seems to prefer to harry the United States. I don't think that is quite even-handed. Neverthe
less, let me return to my basic point.
I spoke about the Cuban missile crisis a while ago. It occurs to me that most people in
this room were not even alive when that happened. Let alone, very few of you were alive
-certainly none of the students-during World War II, which Admiral La Rocque and
I shared, or World War I, which Dr. Teller experienced.
The lessons of history are vital. Dr. Caldicott is fond of saying we live in a nuclear age, as
though man is somehow changed as an animal. Man is a territorial carnivore. We must bite
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on that bullet and deal with him in those terms. It is fruitless to pretend otherwise.
Let me return to history. What we are going through now was paralleled 40 years ago.
Then, as now, the men who plunged the world into a war which killed SO million people an
nounced their plans well in advance. If any of you have ever read Hitler's Mein Kampf, you
know how instructive it is. It sounds like Leonid Breshnev, but let me directly quote Leonid
Breshnev. In Prague in the 1970s, he said: "Trust us, comrades, for by 1985 we will have
achieved our objectives in Western Europe; a decisive shift in the balance of forces will be
such that we will be able to exert our will." Very few people seem to have paid any attention
to that observation. Certainly, the supporters of the nuclear freeze have not. As I have
demonstrated, it says nothing to say that a freeze "should be verifiable and bilateral."
In 1934, when Winston Churchill was out of office, he was sounding the same kind of
warnings that we are trying to sound. At a dinner, a rich lady socialite, a member of the
Labour Party, said to him, "Mr. Churchill, why are you trying so hard to convince us that
Hitler is such a dangerous man?" Churchill responded, "If I do not succeed, madam, I'm
afraid you will find out."

Admiral La Rocque
One more plea as you study this issue: I hope we can stay away from personalities and
decrying whole groups of people, whether they are associated with a church or the freeze or
anything else, as being that kind of person. Let's try to avoid that as we discuss this very im
portant issue. This is a wonderful system of government that we have, the best in the world,
nothing like it. We, the people, tell our government what to do. In the Soviet Union, the
government tells the people what to do. We tell our government what to do. That is impor
tant because we can tell them to fight, plan, train, and equip for a nuclear war, or we can tell
them to do something else. It is entirely up to us.
But I would submit, too, that this is not 1935. This is not 1898. This is the nuclear era. It is
a whole new ball game. I was having a debate with Dean Rusk not long ago at Emory Univer
sity, and he put it this way. After every major war in history, nations have been able to pick
themselves up from the rubble and start again. After a nuclear war, forget it.
I would like to congratulate all of you for what you are going through this afternoon to
learn about this more in detail. I hope you will continue to get the facts, keeping in mind, of
course, that as Dr. Teller points out, facts are not facts, but that is your problem.
I have great confidence in all of you, and it stems perhaps from my fondness for Presi
dent Eisenhower, who said it best at Gettysburg shortly before he died. He said, "You know
the people want peace so badly that one of these days governments better get out of their
way and let them have it."

Dr. Teller
The best thing that can happen in a debate is not what is happening during the debate. It
is what is happening in your minds after the debate is concluded. I hope you will remember
this debate.
I am one of five people who want the same thing but who do not see the same thing in
the same light. The natural state of man is a state of confusion. The first command to my
mind is try, try as hard as you can, to decrease that confusion-not by assertion or more at
tacks, more people killed, more explosions. Do not ask who is to blame. Ask what is to be done.
The first thing to do is get at the facts. We talked about one topic much too little, and
I want to use the last seconds to remind you of it. We did not talk enough about reducing
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secrecy. There are few things-very few things-that we know and that the Russians do not
know. I talk about freedom of discussion, freedom of speech, freedom to mention facts,
freedom to tell the real facts: how many bombs are in whose arsenal? I talk about freedom to
tell what can be done to defend against an attack, freedom to increase the chances of an ef
fective defense so that the best response on the Soviets' part will not be to build more bombs
for attack but to imitate us and to build the most defensive bombs.
A world in which everybody is looking after his defense rather than the destruction of the
other side-that is the world that could be saved in this amazing and fantastic age of
technology.*
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*On March 23, 1983, just over one month after this debate was held , President Reagan publically proposed research to
establish this type of defense.
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